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FOREIGN POLICY REVIEW—PART 


cade ae of the Roosevelt-Truman-Eisenhower foreign policy has occurred during the Eisen- 


wer administration, Democrats will make a political campaign issue of this fact; but there is no 
valid conflict between Republicans and Democrats, on foreign policy. Both parties admit they sup- 
port the same policy. The Democrats contend that they administered the policy better than Re- 
publicans have, but this is not true. Eisenhower has looked more ridiculous, on more occasions 
and before more people, than Roosevelt and Truman together; but equivalent circumstances would 
have plagued them or anyone else in Eisenhower's position at the same period of time. 


Collapse of our foreign policy was inevitable, and its failures evident, from the beginning; 
but propaganda in support of the policy managed for several years to keep the whole picture 
from coming into clear focus all at once. Each failure (made to appear an isolated incident which 
resulted from correctible error) was an occasion for more scare propaganda, for more of the same 
program that was failing. 


ene inherited a seven-year accumulation of foreign policy failures. Now, in the last 
year of his eight-year tenure, he is burdened with a fifteen-year accumulation of failures. The ac- 
cumulated and compounded failures of a foreign policy which was a failure at its inception were 
bound to become so heavy that the whole edifice would crash. 


The public humiliations of President Eisenhower in 1960 — by Khrushchev at Paris in May, 
and by communists at Tokyo one month later — were logical events in the history of a foreign 
policy which is rurning its inevitable course. 


These humiliations — painful as they were to our national pride — have had the productive 
result of stimulating public interest in American foreign policy. This may compel major political 
candidates to discuss this issue of over-riding importance during the 1960 election year. 


This issue of the Report, and the one next week, will present a factual, chronological review of 
American foreign policy from George Washington to Dwight Eisenhower. The third issue in 
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this series (week after next) will attempt to show 
that America not only can, but must, return to her 
traditional foreign policy. 


Fear Replaces Honor 


President Eisenhower asked Congress to ap- 
propriate 4 billion, 175 million dollars in foreign 
aid funds for the 1961 fiscal year. A House Ap- 
propriations subcommittee reduced the amount by 
800 million dollars. This happened just before 
the President's “good-will” trip to the far east. 
On the eve of his departure for that trip — June 
11, 1960 — the President sent a telegram to House 
of Representatives leaders, saying: 


“For our own security, and for the common 
defense of the free world, I most earnestly re- 
quest your cooperation in restoring these cuts.” 


This appeal to fear has been the keynote of 
American foreign policy since 1940, Every year 
for the past twenty years, the President of the 
United States — whether Roosevelt, Truman, or 
Eisenhower — has wanted some vast expenditure 
of public money or some radical departure from 
traditional policy, or both, and has asked for it by 
threatening the nation with disaster if every parti- 
cle and penny of the President’s request is not 
granted. Every item in the President’s program 
is always “absolutely necessary” in our “fight 
against” or “resistance of” the “enemies of free- 
dom” somewhere abroad. 


Thoughtful Americans observe that most of the 
public money appropriated to “fight the enemies 
of freedom” is actually used to subsidize them. 
Practically 100% of our toreign economic aid, 
for example, is used to finance socialism in for- 
eign nations; and socialism is the only major threat 
to freedom. A heavy percentage of our foreign 
military aid is used by our allies to build military 
power, not against communist nations, but against 
other American allies who are also getting mili- 
tary aid from us. Some of our aid actually goes to 
communist governments, thus helping them to 
keep their communist dictatorships in power. 


Thoughtful Americans also observe that the 
President's annual threats are demonstrably false. 
In this connection, Eisenhower has made himself 
look more ridiculous than either Roosevelt or 
Truman ever did. Every year, when pleading for 
his foreign-aid program, President Eisenhower 
unequivocally says that his total request is the 
“absolute minimum” which is “necessary” for the 
“defense of America’ and of the “free world.” 


_ Every year, Congress gives the President less than 


his “rock-bottom” request; and each year the 
President says he is satisfied with what he got. © 


The injection of a fear psychology into argu- 
ments for public support of government's foreign 
policy is among our most radical and significant 
departures from hallowed American tradition. 


The first complete, clear, and formal statement 
of American Foreign policy was made by George 
Washington in his Farewell Address to the Peo- 
ple of the United States on September 17, 1796. 


Washington warned against foreign influences 
in the shaping of national affairs. He urged Amer- 
ica to avoid permanent, entangling alliances with 
other nations, recommending a national policy of 
benign neutrality toward the rest of the world. 
Washington did not want America to build a 
wall around herself. His policy permitted a freer 
exchange of travel, commerce, ideas, and culture 
between Americans and other people than Ameri- 
cans have ever enjoyed since the policy was 
abandoned. The Father of our Country wanted 
the American government to be kept out of the 
wars and revolutions and political affairs of other 
nations. 


utitgne did not appeal to the fears of the 
American people. He appealed to their good sense 
and their patriotism: 


“Why forego the advantage of so peculiar a 
situation (as America has)? Why quit our own 
to stand upon foreign ground? Why, by inter- 
weaving our destiny with that of any part of 
Europe, entangle our peace and prosperity in 
the toils of European ambition, rivalship, in- 
terest, humor or caprice?” 
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Mainty, George Washington appealed to the 
American peoples’ sense of national destiny: 


“T shall carry ... with me to my grave... un- 
ceasing vows that Heaven may continue to you 
the choicest tokens of its beneficence — that your 
union and brotherly affection may be perpetual 
— that the free constitution, which is the work of 
your hands, may be sacredly maintained — that 
its administration in every department may be 
stamped with wisdom and virtue — that, in fine, 
the happiness of the people of these States, 
under the auspices of liberty, may be made com- 
plete, by so careful a preservation and so pru- 
dent a use of this blessing as will acquire to them 
the glory of recommending it to the applause, 
the affection and adoption of every nation which 
is yet a stranger to it.” 


I. short, Washington told Americans that their 
nation had a high destiny, which it could not ful- 
fill if they permitted their government to become 
entangled in the affairs of other nations. 


The foreign policy of George Washington re- 
mained the policy of this nation, unaltered, for 
the next 121 years— until Woodrow Wilson’s 
war message to Congress, in April, 1917. 


The Monroe Doctrine — announced in Presi- 
dent James Monroe’s message to Congress on De- 
cember 2, 1823 — merely amplified Washington’s 
foreign policy. The Monroe Doctrine warned 
European nations to stay out of our affairs in this 
hemisphere, and promised that we would stay out 
of theirs. 


Our war with Mexico (1846-1848) was not an 
alteration of Washington’s policy. We had griev- 
ances against Mexico; and we were engaging in a 
bit of imperialistic expansion; but we were pursu- 
ing a course that was strictly national: we were 
not entangling our affairs with those of some na- 
tions in order to help or hinder other nations. 
Substantially the same can be said for the Spanish- 
American war of 1898 — although there was con- 
siderably less excuse for our national behavior in 
getting into the war with Spain (and the long- 
range consequences to America’s reputation and 


basic principles far more damaging) than was 
the case in our war with Mexico. 


The important consideration, in our present 
context, is the appeal which our government made 
to the people in justifying the wars with Mexico 
and Spain. In neither case was it an appeal to 
fear. In both cases, it was an appeal to Americans’ 
sense of national honor and of national destiny. 


Bleeding for Spurious 
Principles 


Osiciat announcement of America’s first de- 
parture from her traditional foreign policy was 
made in Woodrow Wilson’s war message to Con- 
gress, April 2, 1917. Wilson said: 


“The world must be safe for democracy. Its 
peace must be planted upon trusted foundations 
of political liberty .... It is a fearful thing to 
lead this great and peaceful people into war’... . 
Civilization itself seems to be in the balance, but 
right is more precious than peace, and we shall 
fight for the things which we have always carried 
nearest our hearts, for democracy, for the right 
of those who submit to authority to have voice 
in their own government, for the rights and liber- 
ties of small nations, for the universal dominion 
of right by such a concert of free people as will 
bring peace and safety to all nations, and make 
the world itself at last free . . . . America is privi- 
leged to spend her blood and might for the princi- 
ples that gave her birth.” 


Not one of the “‘principles” which Wilson gave 
as reasons for America “to spend her blood and 
might” are principles ‘that gave her birth.” 


Nothing in the American Declaration of Inde- 
pendence, in the Constitution, in the Bill of 
Rights, in the Federalist Papers, in the debates at 
the Constitutional Convention, in the debates at- 
tendant upon ratification of the Constitution by 
the various states, or in the State Papers or pri- 
vate writings of any of the Founding Fathers or 
other American statesmen prior to Wilson — says 
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anything whatever about the American people or 
the American government having any concern 
with, or being obliged to do anything about, ‘“‘de- 
mocracy,” or the “rights and liberties of small na- 
tions,” or the “universal dominion of right” or 
about a “concert of free people” bringing “peace 
and safety to all nations.” 


The Constitution was “ordained” and “estab- 
lished” to “secure the blessings of Liberty to owr- 
selves and our Posterity.”” The Declaration makes 
it clear that the Blessings of Liberty are a gift of 
God, not of government. The Bill of Rights lists 
certain rights that belong to the people, prior to 
the existence of government, and says that the 
federal government shall not encroach upon those 
rights. 


Wilson sent Americans on a bloody crusade 
which they had no right or reason to go on; but 
the people shought they were fighting for Amer- 
ican principles: Wilson did not scare them into 
war. 


Witson’s airy evangelism sent tens of thousands 
of men to bleed and die on foreign soil in World 
War I. After it was over, Americans realized their 
error: they had not made the world safe for any- 
thing worthwhile. 


Revolted by the bloody and costly consequences 
of our first major venture in international med- 
dling and uplifting, we returned to our ancient 
policy of political isolation, and kept it until the 
Roosevelt era. 


Roosevelt's New Policy 


Roosevelt, who three times got himself elected 
on a platform of political isolationism, inaugur- 
ated America’s present internationalist policy of 
world meddling — of perpetual war for perpetual 
peace. 


How he did it is interesting. He tried the same 
spurious appeal to American idealism that Wil- 


son had used. The costly and ridiculous and use- 
less Roosevelt-Churchill meeting aboard warships 
in August, 1941 (when the “Atlantic Charter” 
was fabricated), was a Roosevelt propaganda pro- 
duction, to capture the imagination of Americans 
and make them think the European war was a 
holy crusade which America had an obligation to 
enter. 


Americans wanted no more bloody crusades. 
“Isolationist” feeling in America (that is, public 
determination to stay out of the European war) 
remained overpowering until the Japanese attack 
on Pearl Harbor. The only real war sentiment 
Roosevelt ever managed to create in the United 
Sates (prior to Pearl Harbor) was through ap- 
peals to fear. 


a using the psychology of fear to get the peo- 
ple to do what the government wanted — some- 
thing radically new in America — Roosevelt used 
a special technique: the ‘public committee’ tech- 
nique. Roosevelt inspired the White Committee, 
popularly known as the “Committee to Save 
America by Helping the Allies,” under the chair- 
manship of the late William Allen White. Scores 
of distinguished Americans were associated with 
the committee. Its mission: to scare the American 
people into war: to convince them that America 
was doomed if we did not help our friends de- 
feat Hitler, because if we did not help, Hitler 
would surely conquer all, and then come after us! 


This ‘public committee’ technique has become 
government’s classic means of applying fear psy- 
chology to get public support for what govern- 
ment leaders want. 


Such men as former President Herbert Hoover 
and the late Senator Robert A. Taft said, at the 
time, that American involvement in World War 
II would be a gargantuan error: getting in the 
war on the side of communism would be suicidal: 
we should stay out and let two monsters, Hitler 
and Stalin, destroy each other. 


[. August, 1941, former President Hoover 
joined in a public statement which said: 
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“The American people should insistently de- 
mand that Congress put a stop to step-by-step 
projection of the United States into undeclared 
war .... It is not purely a world conflict be- 
tween tyranny and freedom .. . . Insofar as this 
is a war of power politics the American people 
want no part in it.... 


“Few people honestly believe that the Axis is 
now, or will in the future be, in a position to 
threaten the independence of any part of this 
Hemisphere if our defenses are properly pre- 
pared. Freedom in America does not depend on 
the outcome of struggles for material power be- 
tween other nations.” 


The late Hiram Johnson trumpeted in the 
United States Senate a question which has never 
been answered. He said: 


“Good God! Did we ever sink so low before 
as to choose one cutthroat out of two? This man 
(Stalin) was Hitler’s ally . . . . Now we furnish 
him with weapons which may be turned upon 


us. 


a Hiram Johnson’s fearful prediction 
was accurate: the aid we gave the Soviets was 
turned against us. 


When General Patton’s army was only thirty 
miles from Prague, capital of Czechoslovakia, 
Eisenhower ordered Patton to halt and hold the 
German armies at bay; to accept no German sur- 
renders, so that the Soviets could move in from the 
east to take over the German armies and the nation 
of Czechoslovakia. After the Soviets moved in, 
Patton was ordered to evacuate Czechoslovakia. 
A few weeks later, the Americans had to beg for 
permission to participate in a Soviet “‘victory par- 
ade” in Prague. In a similar way, the great Ameri- 
can Ninth Army was pulled back from the gates 
of Berlin and used to hold German armies and 
civilians at bay until the Soviets could arrive to 
reap the ‘fruits’ of conquest . 


As German power thus disintegrated in cen- 
tral Europe, the Soviets— using supplies and 
equipment which we had given them — moved 
in to rape, pillage and enslave. They used our aid 


v to control the conquered populations and to in- 


stall and support their puppet communist gov- 
ernments. 


It was with our money that the Soviets paid, 
maintained, and gave bonuses to, their own armies 
of occupation. It was with our aid, that they dis- 
mantled German rocket-producing plants and 
atomic-energy laboratories, and transported them 
to Russia. It was with our help that they took over 
rich uranium mines in Eastern Germany. It was 
with our acquiescence, and aid, that they kid- 
napped thousands of Germany’s best scientists and 
technicians and shipped them to Russia — where 
they designed the superweapons with which 
Khrushchev today intimidates the world. 


It was American military personnel who seized 
and herded into boxcars literally millions of refu- 
gees from communism, who were shipped like 
animals to slavery and slaughter in the Soviet 
Union. 


It was American equipment and supplies which 
the Soviet Siberian armies used in the rape of 
Manchuria, after we had defeated Japan. Chinese 
communists used this same American material to 
make war on our ally, Chiang Kai Shek. 


Finally, in Korea, communist power — which 
American aid had built into a menacing colossus 
— was turned directly against American soldiers! 


None of these deeds resulted from Soviet be- 
trayal of agreements with us: they were done in 
accordance with agreements which Roosevelt and 
Stalin made. Indeed, the terrible consequences of 
World War II were predictable and inevitable 
from the moment Roosevelt decided to maneuver 
America into the war. 


The only statements of ‘moral’ justification for 
our involvement in the European War — the only 
official ones ever made — were in the gawdy pro- 
paganda phrases of the Atlantic Charter, pro- 
claimed by Roosevelt and Churchill in August, 
1941: 


“.... they (the allies) desire to see no terri- 
torial changes that do not accord with the freely 
expressed wishes of the people concerned ... . 
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they wish to see sovereign rights and self-govern- 
ment restored to those who have been forcibly 
deprived of them .... they hope to see established 
a peace which will afford . . . assurance that all 
the men in all the lands may live out their lives 
in freedom from fear and want... . they will 
likewise aid and encourage all . . . practicable 
measures which will lighten for peace-loving peo- 
ples the crushing burden of armaments.” 


The Atlantic Charter which proclaimed these 
empty promises was, itself, a cynical violation of 
them, because the intent of the Charter was to 
weld England and America together in union with 
Soviet Russia to accomplish the Charter’s pur- 
poses; yet, Soviet Russia was, at the time, a more 
vicious violator of the Charter’s ‘principles’ than 
the Nazis were. 


a well-documented book entitled Roosevelt's 
Road to Russia (published by Henry Regnery 
Company, Chicago, 1959), George N. Crocker 
makes these comments: 


“On September 29, 1941, . . . Vyacheslav Molo- 
tov . . . (vowed) allegiance, on behalf of the 
Soviet dictatorship, to the eight points of the 
Atlantic Charter .... 


“Less than two years before, the Soviet Union 
had been expelled from the League of Nations 
for aggression against her little neighbor, Fin- 
land. She had, with the Nazis, marched into 
Poland and wiped it off the map. She had recent- 
ly overrun the sovereign nations of Estonia, La- 
tvia, and Lithuania and annexed them. Yet this 
marauder was now being made a partner of 
Great Britain and America. Stalin, the strong- 
arm brigand of eastern Europe, was about to be 
christened ‘Uncle Joe’ and given one of the three 
seats at the tables of the mighty... . 


“What was to be done about Poland was a 
sort of ethical test of the Allies in this war. The 
British had based their declaration of war on 
Germany in 1939 upon Hitler’s violation of the 
Polish frontier . . . . The war would degenerate 
into a monstrous, historic fraud if the Allies 
themselves were to enact a new rape of unhappy 
Poland. Yet this was exactly what happened .... 


“History knows that on the afternoon of De- 
cember 1, 1943, in the Russian embassy at Tehe- 
ran, the Polish Republic was secretly partitioned 


by a Russian, and Englishman, and an Ameri- 
can (Stalin, Churchill, Roosevelt). 


“Forty-eight per cent of the land of Poland 
was to be torn away and given to the Soviet 
Union. No Pole was present. There was no talk 
of plebiscites, of the will of the people, of justice, 
of compensation to the inhabitants, of legal 
rights, of moral rights. It was a naked power 
deal.” 


The new American foreign policy which Roose- 
velt initiated when he set out to help the Soviets 
win the war in Europe, feeling that he could 
‘handle Stalin’ — the policy of injecting America 
into the wars and other affairs of all nations, for 
the purpose of creating a one-world society, be- 
cause America could no longer live alone — this 
policy of perpetual war for perpetual peace (and 
not Roosevelt's many personal errors in conduct- 
ing the policy) was the real reason for American 
involvement in World War II and for the chaos 
which followed. 


Truman’s Inheritance 


J ust before his death, Roosevelt said: 


“We have learned that we cannot live alone, 
at peace; that our own well-being is dependent 
upon the well-being of other nations, far away 
.... We have learned to be citizens of the world.” 


This, then, was the foreign policy which Harry 
Truman inherited. 


Programs which Truman initiated to imple- 
ment the policy— multiple military alliances 
which scattered American military power all over 
the world on the presumption that America could 
not defend herself but must defend the world; 
and foreign aid to all nations which would accept 
it (including communist nations) — were logical 
and appropriate programs for the policy inherited; 
but they were destined to make conditions for 
America infinitely worse, because any implemen- 
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tation of such a policy would bring harm to the 
United States. 


There was public opposition to Truman’s pro- 
grams of foreign aid and foreign alliances; but 
Truman used the ‘public committee’ technique. 
He set up the “Committee for the Marshall Plan,” 
under the chairmanship of the late Henry L. 
Stimson, and saturated the public with fear propa- 
ganda: death and destruction were ahead if the 
public did not support government’s programs of 
foreign aid and foreign alliances. 


The official ‘purposes’ of foreign aid are many, 
and contradictory, The ‘purpose’ of foreign aid — 
as stated by Washington officialdom urging pub- 
lic support — depends on what special interests 
are being urged. 


To some, Washington officialdom says foreign 
aid is the cheapest way to defend America because, 
with it, we hire and equip foreign soldiers more 
cheaply than we could hire and equip Americans. 
To some, Washington officialdom says foreign aid 
is no effort to hire foreign mercenaries: it merely 
helps others help themselves so that they will be 
strong enough to defend themselves. To some, 
Washington officialdom says our foreign aid is 
not really an effort to help other nations, but the 
slickest way of helping ourselves: by giving to 
foreign nations we get rich, because we convert 
poor nations into rich customers for our surplus 
goods; and, by the act of producing to give away, 
we stimulate our own economy! 


To some — who complain that these selfish pur- 
poses of foreign aid sound cynical and provide 
propaganda material for the Soviets — Washing- 
ton officialdom says that our foreign aid is pure, 
‘Christian’ idealism: our effort to share our excess 
of blessings with the rest of the world, our only 
expected reward to be the sheer joy of sharing. 


Want to fight communism? Foreign aid is the 
only way to fight it! Want peaceful co-existence? 
Foreign aid is the only way to have it! To those 
who mention American traditions, Washington 
officialdom says that giving foreign aid is the only 
means of carrying forward the great American 


tradition of helping others. 


Whatever the specific justification for foreign 
aid, the American people — who have to pay the 
staggering costs — are assured that giving foreign 
aid will, in the end, cement the “free world” into 
hard friendship for America. Foreign aid will 
“forge a free world shield against communist 
force,” or it will “make all countries in the free 
world our sturdy partners in defense of freedom.” 
The “free world” includes all nations except the 
Soviet Union and its puppet states and communist 
China. It includes ancient and brutal despotisms 
where people have never been free. It includes 
primitive societies which are in no way capable 
of freedom. Most nations in the “free world” are 
socialist, with economic and political systems more 
closely akin to those of communist countries than 
to the system of private capitalism and individual 
freedom which America is supposed to have. 


The Road to Ruin 


programs to implement Roosevelt's 
new American foreign policy had hardly begun 
before experience revealed that the policy had put 
America on the road to ruin. The policy was not 
making friends abroad for us: it was making 
enemies. It was causing us to be hated where we 
had been loved, despised where we had been res- 
pected, feared where we had been trusted. 


Look briefly at the record. 


Tice United States took the lead in the United 
Nations to create the new state of Israel, in the 
heart of the Arab homeland. War between Israel 
and the surrounding Mohammedan nations 
erupted, raged continuously through 1948 and 
1949, and has smoldered with sporadic outbursts 
of violence ever since. Nearly a million Arabs 
were driven from their homes and forced to flee 
into the desert, where they have lived hopelessly 
in squalid camps ever since, on relief paid for by 
American taxpayers. The presence of these refu- 
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gees in middle eastern nations which have tried 
to take them in has created frightful problems. 


The entire Mohammedan world, traditionally 
very friendly toward us, hates the United States 
because we created the state of Israel and have 
kept it alive with economic and military aid. The 
Israelis resent and distrust us, because we have 
also given money and arms to Arab nations. 


0.: first post-war foreign aid effort specifically 
designed to implement our new foreign policy, 
was Truman’s Greek-Turkey Aid Program (ini- 
tiated in 1947, one year prior to the more ambi- 
tious Marshall Plan of giving aid to the world.) 
Greek-Turkey aid was going to save Greece and 
Turkey from communism; and that, somehow, 
would stop the advance of communism through- 
out Europe and the middle east. 


The Turks, with a long frontier bordering Rus- 
sia and a long history of dealing with Russians, 
hate and fear the Soviet Union more than any 
other people, perhaps. We did not need to bribe 
them to resist communism; but we did. By June 
30, 1958, we had given Turkey over 883 million 
dollars in aid. Today, Turkey is experiencing 
something quite new to her: communist-led stu- 
dent riots; and the nation is rapidly becoming a 
military dictatorship. 


B, June 30, 1958, we had given almost 2 bil- 
lion dollars in aid to Greece. Before we started 
aid to Greece, we had permitted the communists 
to seal the future fate of that nation — by kidnap- 
ping thousands of Greek children, for slavery and 
brain-washing behind the iron curtain. Our aid 
did enable the Greek government to clean out 
communist partisans who were conducting gueril- 
la warfare inside Greece. 


But since we saved Greece, political tides in that 
country have run steadily toward communism. 
Each Greek government, since our aid began, has 
been noticeably more pro-communist than the one 
before. Communists control from 40% to 60% 
of voting in Greek elections; and Greek bitterness 
toward America (over Cyprus) is today wider and 
deeper than any visible hostility toward commu- 
nism. 


To Be Continued 


Next week, this chronological review of Ameri- 
can Foreign Policy will continue. Week after 
next, we will suggest a policy which might save 
our own Republic and prevent another World 
War. 


WHO IS DAN SMOOT? 


Dan Smoot was born in Missouri. Reared in Texas, he attended SMU in Dallas, taking BA and MA degrees 


from that university in 1938 and 1940. 
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In 1942, he took leave of absence from Harvard in order to join the FBI. At the close of the war, he stayed 


in the FBI, rather than return to Harvard. 


He served as an FBI Agent in all parts of the nation, handling all kinds of assignments. But for three and a 
half years, he worked exclusively on communist investigations in the industrial midwest. For two years following 
that, he was on FBI headquarters staff in Washington, as an Administrative Assistant to J. Edgar Hoover. 

After nine and a half years in the FBI, Smoot resigned to help start the Facts Forum movement in Dallas. As 
the radio and television commentator for Facts Forum, Smoot, for almost four years spoke to a national audience 


giving both sides of great controversial issues. 


In July, 1955, he resigned and started his own independent program, in order to give only one side — the 
side that uses fundamental American principles as a yardstick for measuring all important issues. 


If you believe that Dan Smoot is sowie Bec alle tools for those who want to think and talk and write on 


the side of freedom, you can help immensely 
Smoot Report. 


subscribing, and encouraging others to subscribe, to The Dan 


Page 216 


fa fra i 


